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26'" December 2023 
To, 
Mr. Justice Deepak Gupta 
The Hon’ble Chairperson 
High Power Committee of the Supreme Court of India 


Vide Ajay Shankar Srivastava v. Bar Council of India & Anr. 


Respected Mr. Justice, 


According to the judgment in Ajay Shankar Srivastava v. Bar Council of India & Anr. 
[2023] 6 SCR 505 we the public are given to believe that this High Power Committee 
set up by the Supreme Court of India, of which you are the Chairperson, is to monitor 
the process of verification of advocates. You and your team of 7 members have also 
been afforded the liberty to issue guidelines and directions “to ensure that the process 
of verification is duly carried out”. Additionally all State Bar Councils have been 


directed to follow your directions and report compliance. 


Your committee, as you must be aware of, is an iteration of another committee with a 
similar mandate instituted in Ajayinder Sangwan & Ors. v. Bar Council of Delhi & 
Ors. [2017] 7 SCR 666. Even though I am hit by déja vu, and maybe particularly 
because of it, I see you and your committee as offering up another opportunity. A 
second chance, might you will, to set in place a process that will actually weed out 


fake advocates. 


I feel compelled to write at this moment in time since the Congress government, 
where I currently reside, has just passed ‘The Karnataka Prohibition of Violence 
Against Advocates Bill, 2023’. The stated objective being to protect Advocates 
against “the threat of malicious and frivolous prosecution by the rival parties” carried 
out with the intention “to interfere with the performance of their duties, in turn 
interfering with the administration of justice itself.” The bill, passed by both the 
houses, prohibits any violence against an Advocate making it a criminal offence that 
is cognizable and punishable with a prison term of 6 months to 3 years including/or a 
fine. The bill has turned a non-cognizable offence i.e. of “criminal intimidation” 


defined by S.503 of the Indian Penal Code into a cognizable one. 
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The passing of this bill is relevant to the remit prescribed for your committee since it 
defines an Advocate as meaning someone who is enrolled and “holding a valid 
certificate of practice issued by the Karnataka State Bar Council as defined under rule 
4 of the Bar Council of India Certificate and Place of Practice (Verification) Rules, 
2015” What you do or omit to do now will decide the life and liberty of what 
constitutes the “public” in Karnataka and as such imposes on you and your committee 
an ethical and moral obligation. This is in light of the documents I possess obtained 
through the Right to Information Act, 2005 from the Karnataka State Bar Council that 


clearly show that the verification process of advocates has been compromised. 


What is also extremely pertinent to point out is that there seems to be an 
understanding as found in the judgment in Ajay Shankar Srivastava that those who 
have not submitted their verification forms are likely to be fake. The judgment states 
that “The Bar Council of India apprehends that many advocates who have not 
submitted their forms for verification are persons who are not qualified or are “in 
possession of fake degrees”. As such the remit of the committee seems to be getting 
circumscribed to the monitoring of verifications forms submitted after Ajay Shankar 
Srivastava. I find this extremely dangerous, as I shall illustrate further along how 
documents obtained through the RTI show that the verification process of advocates 


who submitted their forms before Ajay Shankar Srivastava is compromised. 


With that in mind I write you this open letter’. Might I be audacious enough to 
suggest a few important tweaks to the process from the vantage point of being a 
litigant, for more than a decade, in the legal redressal dispensing system. Might I 
solicit your time and your patience and present to you my (and my family’s) four-year 
relentless unfruitful attempt at trying to follow a complaint process (or what we are 
laboriously educated in as “procedure established by law’”’) against two fake advocates 


practicing in the courts in Karnataka. 


Evidence of Earlier Fraudulent Verifications 
In late 2019 and early 2020 my sister made applications under the Right to 


Information Act seeking information and documents concerning the enrollment and 


' All the specifics referred to in this letter is supported vide documents provided as Annexures. 
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verification of two advocates — G.A.Srikante Gowda’ and his colleague 
M.Amaranatha® who have been verified and entered into the Karnataka State Bar 
Council’s [KSBC] Bangalore electoral roll in 2018. The information and documents 
received prima facie indicate that both are fraudulently enrolled advocates* whose 
defective verification forms were pushed through in violation of procedure 
established by law, Supreme Court orders in Ajayinder Sangwan & Ors. and under the 


stewardship of a Committee much like yours. 


While appealing in front of the Karnataka Information Commission, on the refusal of 
certain information by KSBC regarding G.A.Srikante Gowda, KSBC submitted that 
as per its resolution Res.No.140/19°, dated 13/14.04.2019, it had destroyed all 
enrollment application forms along with documents of all advocates of Karnataka up 
to the year 2010. As such they did not possess and never did possess any of the 
documents needed for the verification drive or documents submitted during the 
enrollment process. Such as, for instance, law degree certificates. Leading to a 
“reasonable man” conclusion that KSBC did not comply with the orders of the 
Supreme Court in Ajayinder Sangwan & Ors. v. Bar Council of Delhi & Ors to collect 
the necessary degree certificates to send to the universities for verification and 


thereby compromised the process of verification. 


In 2021 my sister and I started the Herculean task of following procedure established 
by law and entered into the domain of the relentless continual unceasing complaint. 
One of the grounds of our complaint remained and remains the violation of procedure 
established by law in the verification of both these advocates. The absence of the 
original enrollment forms and documents, the non-collecting of documents for 
verification and the defective verification forms evidences the ways in which the 
system can be manipulated, ruptured to produce and legitimise exactly what the 
Supreme Court seeks to eradicate. Even when there was a Committee steering the 
wheel. Complaint to the KSBC, against M.Amarantha, resulted in a dismissal on the 
ground of locus standi. Apparently the logic is that you can complain about a fake 


advocate only when he is your fake advocate! This we subsequently challenged in the 


> Annexure- A 
3 Annexure- B 
* Annexure- C 
5 Annexure- D 
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Supreme Court and as of now lies with the Bar Council of India for consideration 
unless it’s already “untraceable”. Complaint to the Bar Council of India regarding 
G.A.Srikante Gowda became “old” and “untraceable” within a year of filing. We 
subsequently took it to the Supreme Court who directed us to the High Court of 


Karnataka. This complaint currently stands in no man’s land. 


More than 4 years after we brought this information of two fake advocates working 
within the system to the notice of the statutory regulatory bodies, brought to the notice 
of Presiding Officers of the courts in which they appear, brought to the notice of the 
administrative judges of the district courts, brought to the notice of the administrative 
Justices of the High Court of Karnataka and brought to the notice of the Supreme 
Court of India they continue to work. They continue to appear. They continue to 
access the privileges afforded to advocates. They continue to have access to court 
files, records and documents. And in our case, they continue to prosecute two fake 
criminal trials, instituted as part of a 15,000 crore scam and a fake civil trial that have 
decimated my life and my family’s life. Moreover I am burdened with facing 
unexplainable insurmountable hurdles on the administrative side of both the High 
Court of Karnataka and the Supreme Court of India whether it be getting my cases 
listed or banal things like obtaining certified copies. Special Leave Petitions filed 
challenging orders passed by the High Court of Karnataka on Writ Petitions, 
challenging the institution of fraudulent criminal and civil trials [wherein one of the 
fake advocates has been made a party], are being arbitrarily shuffled around refusing 
to be listed in front of a Bench. Yes this is happening in the fully automated Supreme 
Court of India. The system has taught me to never ever underestimate the capacity of 


fake advocates on the use of exemplary innovative hacking methodologies. 


The Systemic Support for Fake Advocates 

I am touched by the concern shown by the Supreme Court again to weed out fake 
advocates. But I also know such a concern has rarely been expressed when I have 
stood up with prima facie proof to complain. Far from concern my sister and I have 
been threatened by thugs turning up home, have been and continue to be slandered, 
bullied and intimidated at every Court hearing for having dared to complain about 
fake advocates. When advocates brazenly verbally attack us in “open court” and such 


behavior is not only allowed but condoned we know the system does not like the 
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institution of complaints against fake advocates. And hence I am, rightfully so, 
suspicious of what appears to be contrary [your mandate] to what is happening on the 


ground. 


The public has been asked, without ever being an afforded an explanation as to why 
the former committee failed, to put their trust in this new endeavor. Repetition, as we 
know, is symptomatic of an inability to process the malignant in the system. Unless 
this malignancy is named and afforded recognition then any repetition in the form of 
new attempts at restoring homeostasis is doomed to fail. Can we start with “Houston 
we have a problem”? Otherwise I regret to say that this Committee is not going to be 
able to solve the issue of fake advocates. If that is the stated and the actual goal I 


mean. But I’Il understand if otherwise. 


If fake advocates have to be weeded out it is important to understand how the system 
produces them, why they exist and thrive and how an assent to fake advocates is 
nurtured, maintained and reinforced. Otherwise this committee runs the risk of being 
rendered a Debordian spectacle. And at its worst will end up legitimising all fake 


advocates currently working in the system. 


My experience, and that of my sister’s, of fighting fake advocates in all possible 
forums through all possible means has taught me a few lessons. Fake advocates are 
the foot soldiers of the legal redressal dispensing system. They exist because they 
fulfill certain systemic functions. They execute that which is forbidden by law. A 
cleansing of sorts if you will - of bodies which are abhorrent to the system. Through 
actions such as inter alia filing fake cases, evidence tampering, manipulation in 
listings, tampering of the Central Information System, forging of signatures of 
Presiding Officers, tampering with court records invariably concerning property held 
by queer, non-heteronormative, gendered, disabled, caste and class located bodies. So 
while as a country we blaze through queer, disability and privacy rights in Supreme 
Court judgments those of us who are queer, non-heteronormative, gendered, disabled, 
forced into class and caste positions are quietly stomped out by the system through 


the use of fake advocates. 


Why weed out Fake Advocates? 

The answer to the question of how fake advocates adversely affect the system is 
dependent on who is answering it. It is but evident that disruption to court work in the 
form of boycotts and strikes is something that the Bench abhors. It is also evident that 
the disruption to a free and fair election to the Bar Councils is something that one 


would assume a majority of the Bar abhors. 


What is unheard here and as such completely effaced is the disruption to 
constitutional rights of litigants — the right to a free and fair trial and the right to not 
be deprived of life and liberty except according to procedure established by law. 
Because let me make it clear that the fake advocates that we know of don’t disrupt 
court work, they run the courts and produce the law or a convoluted version of it 
anyways. How does one expect a fake advocate to follow the law when their whole 
existence and being is premised on a singular act of fraud? It breeds a certain 


contempt for the law itself. 


My four year experience of the complaint process has driven home the fact that a 
public non-advocate assertion of the right to a free and fair trial is always read as un- 
intelligible, as illegible, as gibberish, of not enough human value. I have come to 
realize that the refusal to recognise the loss of my life and my family’s life as a 
consequence of the machinations of a bunch of a fake advocates is the norm. We the 
litigant public are just bodies, articulations, mediums on and through which the law 
gets to be constructed and deconstructed. The absence of any mention of how a fake 
advocate destroys the lives of litigants in both Ajayinder Sangwan & Ors. and Ajay 
Shankar Srivastava evidences the ways in which the phrase “administration of 
justice” is read and that is to the exclusion of litigants unless of course they are of a 
certain pedigree. Fake advocates do not function in the world inhabited by that of the 
pedigreed folks. After all if you possess a bloodline that’s worth any salt you aren’t 


really predisposed to hiring a fake advocate or being at the receiving end of one. 


It is imperative that we address the missing bodies and the missing voices in this 
dialogue happening between the Bar and the Bench. It is the bodies that are most 
impacted on, whose very life and survival is put at stake date after date, who are 


stakeholders. And yet there is no place at the table. There has never been any attempt 
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to make space. The refusal to recognise the stakes of the litigant public runs the risk 
of becoming the embodiment of an exercise of a social hegemonic power that seeks to 
put litigants in their place. It is a fear that reconstituting the litigant public as speaking 
subjects threatens the structure of what has come to be practice. A practice that in 
every other pedagogical field has been so reviled as to produce shame in anyone 
practicing it i.e. the entitled right to speak and decide for another. Such a discourse 
effaces one in the act of representing what is best for one, a discourse that denies our 


participation, our agency and our lives. 


Systemic Flaws in the Verification Process 

The blatant systemic issue staring in our faces is the question of who’s auditing the 
verification process? That is the lack I presume your Committee has been asked to fill 
up. We now know from the documents received through the RTI that a refusal to have 
an independent audit of the verification process and a complete dependence only on 
the filing of compliance reports doesn’t paint an accurate picture of what’s actually 
happening on the ground. Example - compliances reported in Ajayinder Sangwan & 
Ors. by Karnataka State Bar Council as opposed to the defective verification forms 


without documents, of the aforementioned two advocates, that passed verification. 


What I find to be of immediate concern and dangerously so is the verification process 
overseen by the Supreme Court as spelling the death knell for Proviso to Section 
26(1) of the Advocates Act, 1961. This Proviso and its attendant Rules | & 2 of 
Chapter VII Part II of the Bar Council of India Rules which governs the removal of 
names from the advocates rolls on account of fraud in enrollment. A flawed 
verification process and that too under the stewardship of the Supreme Court of India 
is going to result in a dismissal of all complaints brought under these rules on the 
simple ground that all advocates are verified. Even though these may be fraudulent 


verifications as in the case of the two fake advocates we have been fighting. 


Our Ethical Obligations 

The earlier verification process has not been transparent to the public and I fear this 
will be the case here too. Non-transparency can become a method of coercion, a way 
of foreclosing questions, shutting down conversations. Opening this conversation up 


stems from being compelled to complain because my life and what has happened to 
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my life is bound to the lives of the strangers I encounter in courts. And I refuse this 
recruitment to a space of non-transparency and of silence on the strength of that 
which binds me, an ethical and moral obligation, to those similarly situated in place 


and time. 


This Committee should be bound too. It ought to be bound to attend to the questions 
of constitutional and inherent rights, questions that address matters of life and death. 
It is a constitutional obligation to Article 21 of the Constitution of India to ensure that 
no one is deprived of their right to life and liberty except according to procedure 
established by law. A fake advocate on the very face of it is a violation of this most 


revered right at least in theory. 


A court without fake advocates is a space in the realm of the fantastical. The 
institution of your High Power Committee offers us this fantasy as a possibility. That 
it is possible to imagine not having one’s survival tied to a crook, a fraudster who 
parades as a legal practitioner. The fantastical is what points us in the direction of 
movement, of rendering something real but this could so easily turn into mere 
“spectacle”. This committee could in fact fulfill the mandate given to it through 
framing guidelines and directions that might include the following: 
1. A public call for suggestions and recommendations from the non-advocate 
public 
2. An independent audit of the verification process 
3. Publishing of a database of verified advocates with their antecedents (as 
suggested by the Law Commission of India’s 266" Report), 
4. Publishing of degree verification reports by the Universities 


5. Publishing of compliance reports of the State Bar Councils 


I sincerely hope that this letter is taken in the spirit in which it is written. Not as an 
attack but as an invitation to collectively forge a space in the future that is not just a 


legal redressal mechanism but a space of justice. 


Sincerely, 
Rashmi Munikempanna 


rashmi.muni@protonmail.com 
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FORM - A & FORM- F 
APPLICATION FOR ISSUANCE OF CERTIFICATE OF PRACTICE 


(for Advocates & Advocate on Records) 
Rule 8:3 of the Bar Council of india Ce-tifieste-and Place of Practice (Verification) Po 


oo 


1S. 
The Secretary, Karnataks State Bar Council, old Kop Building, Sengaluru-01 


Sub. : Application for issuance of Certificate of Practice (KAR/ eu frecesccced} 


is 
Sit, 


‘nereby apply to the Karnateka State Bar Council for the issuance of Certificate of Practic 


My full Particulars are 25 Follows:- 


é Ugte of Enrsiment: ...... Bee sel Od AG GY 
Name of the Advocate: .. oA. As kt, EAN LE. Beh. 


MS given in the Enrolment Certificate) 
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%, Piace.of Practices... .. Kedar. I ea a EN Fe re 


{ £9 given in the Application Form for enfoimert} 
* fresent Place of Practice. ...... payee NS i a gh Wau ab EEA MOURNE SOMETHIN 


fo Gea 
10. Date of Birth: 0.00... 6.0.8. : a6 6... is 
=. Name of Bar Associatic:: of which applicant is a-member ... a. High ‘tanek. Aavocakes 


; pa oe Langaur ah De eke 


12. Whether the applicant, after enrolment, has joined any Government/ Semi-Govt. or Pvt. Service 
or any other kind of service, if so full particulars be furnished with date of joining of such services 


mm Wo oa 


Pe Ramen wee wens 


obvesdechaddctcted red seetethsracedbes epegsaaeces se seroanssirerr te 


SER REERER AH EPENAEOTE PEER OES SEE EEE H OEE RS wee 
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Perrrrrartet ttl tr ieee eer dapbennesdagreevaeed tesavesy aovqyorkeerbareengcsnocensoonepnnunseuepnanninennresaaeysonn ds? Pid attesens send aeescens neeneewane 


43. Whether the applicant, after enrolment, has joined any business, as a full partner/ sleeping 
cartser, if so, full particulars be supplied, with an attested copy of business instrument like 


Partnership deed, MOU, Agreements etc. . Sa eR orn nt ey ee Ee et 


- Oem 


Perererertriiirrecrs Tit rirt rT tt eee ne deb eseued eunedyeaeeheR Seeds cersaseesenssirerterr reymeng pas rcenes uesereranyee 


14, Whether the applicant, after enroiment has incurred any disqualification as mentioned in Section 
24-4 of the Act, if so, certified copy of judgment / order be attached. . 


none aeenenes beweee en Heneneean eae 


ertertitti titi rir iiittitt iis ti te Perrerrerrrtterr et ett rt ih le bead 


15. Whether applicant, at present, is facing any disciplinery proceedings / convicted in any Criminal 
eroceedings or not, if $0, particulars be 


} nm 
BVO. cersvtersercenrseresccasesnesencroavsnenabony noporssanens toapnrennaanead can sencevengsenstunasenagennenacearansratreressnsegsarennetvssaeonss 7 reeregsrerenegstts 


16. Delay, if any, in submitting the application form, reasons tO: DE BIVEM: ~....ntessereeressreernnerenreees 


CERES SPR AURSEOERERED SGD D RE RES HD OHRE EY Ee OID EERNEILIAD ESD CEEIEAE ASS INERERONESEOSEEMREMDSERT SY HORSE CHR SEREHPES SALLE SSCL AP rrere eee woreteeeeeueer wee 


rtiitisiti tite eee 


PeprrrPretriitittiy itil tiriiatie et tei il teste eee ee eet eta eer ee ere errvrrreritr ti itir iti tiaiy 


i?. Process fee / Late fee/ Penalty 


23.300 by Cash or Demand Srart NG). eect seca stanserneasenone 


Dated.sineBr:Lbs.9 Lb. ‘ 


Paid to "Secretary, KSBC-COP”. 
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eas 


3. flece where the Advocate intends to cast his vere 


In Bar Council BIECHBIAS .cescsccsccssnescon south. Cert Hew 
ii, In Bar Association Cleerions ou... ae” caval. cour. 


Name-of the Bar Association wa dLada.. Com. E 


PISCE o...s.e-recers 


ig. Any other information. aopiicant wants to submit about his distinctions. ; 


— 


SOURS RETR AED ER PEE ATA EY EWR EN TEED NINE EEE LER EE RG EES TE EYRE SPO TOS ENDER? EOEAED MENLE SERENA TV EP EYER CHEENER DT ANH COE OED 


PER ER TER ARE SE EH ERED EEEE SEEN ERT RERE EGAN Ss STORE HRNETER SSE SASI OREO MY THY RD EEA OEU CRAM Day SAT EASE HSB AY APE Ye 


20. If the Advocate is not a member of any Bar Associations {registered and recognized by the 
concernéd State Bar Council}, the reason for not baing a Member of Bar Association. ‘ 


' on . “e one sbaererserngy 
CAE EEE RT ER ESTE NOD AER HE EST OHA EEO ONT ATR ER ET ON OWES THE PEAAN EASTMAN SER EDK RNEKNE Ee ETH EE REE RENTON ERE ERP CE DEER DD MOR SUV RUSHED E RTE LE Ue eR TES ERE (CRUE PNE ASIN OS Ee RNR EARS OR OWE 


20.a. Whether the Advocate intends to become the Member of Bar Association in future. 


(Put e "K* Mark } 
Yes} | No c=] all 


i vetify that the information/ particulars furnished by me are true and correct to the best of my 
knowledge and nothing has been kept concealed therein..1 amalse submitting herewith Column =i 


and il of this Form “A” 


‘Date: &. § ai \\ ss {9 \b = Ful Signature of the Advocate 


‘ 


Note :- One additional passport size photograph is. attached / sent herewith. 
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ANNEXURE — A EXPLANATION 


1. G.A.Srikante Gowda’s verification form, dated 22.04.2016, is defective under 
Rules 8 and 13 of the Bar Council of India Certificate and Place of Practice 
(Verification) Rules, 2015 for the following reasons: 

a. His passport photos are not attested to by the President/Secretary of the 
Bar Association of which he is a member or by any duly authorized 
member of the Karnataka State Bar Council; 

b. He is not in advocate robes; 

c. His verification form is not accompanied with a Certificate in Form A, 
Column III issued by the President/Secretary of the Bar Association of 
which he is a member certifying that he is a bona fide member or by any 
duly authorized member of the Karnataka State Bar Council; 

d. He states in his verification form that his earlier place of practice is Kolar 
but the earlier place of practice is actually Bangalore as available on 
Karnataka State Bar Council’s website and as such details vary and 

e. The requisite information regarding the law college that G.A.Srikante 


Gowda attended is missing. 


2. The Supreme Court in Ajayvinder Sangwan & Ors. [2017] 7 S.C.R. 666 vide 
orders dated 23.08.2017 gave 15 days time to all Bar councils to cure defective 
applications of advocates for verification under the Bar Council of India 
Certificate and Place of Practice (Verification) Rules, 2015; one month after the 
15 days for verification of applications with University authorities directed to 
verify all degrees presented to them within one month of presentation. It is to be 
noted that verification forms filed by advocates had to be accompanied by their 


degree certificates that would be presented to the universities for verification. 


3. The Supreme Court vide its orders dated 23.08.2017 in Para No.7 (4) 
specifically stated that advocates who had not removed the defects in their 
application forms for verification as well as those found having a fake law 
degree would not be included in the electoral rolls. The State Bar Councils were 
directed to conclude all verifications and send a report to the Bar Council of 


India who would then file a status report with the Supreme Court. 
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The orders dated 23.08.2017 clearly states that those advocates whose 
verification forms were defective would not be included on the electoral rolls. 
Vide orders dated 23.08.2017 the inclusion of G.A.Srikante Gowda’s name in 
the electoral roll was subject to having cured all defects on his verification form 
as well as having submitted his LLB Degree certificate for verification by the 
University. His name is on the electoral roll for Bengaluru at Serial No.985 on 


Page 198/2416. 


G.A.Srikante Gowda submitted his defective verification form on 28.11.2016 
and the Supreme Court vide orders dated 23.08.2017 directed the State Bar 
Councils to have advocates cure the defects and verify the forms before adding 
them to the electoral list. As is evidenced from the facts above Karnataka State 
Bar Council added G.A.Srikante Gowda’s name to the electoral list in spite of a 
defective/incomplete verification form and without verifying it against the 
records available on him. As such this is clear case of Karnataka State Bar 
Council being in contempt of orders dated 23.08.2017 of the Supreme Court in 
Ajayinder Sangwan&Ors.. 


Moreover the Public Information Officer of Karnataka State Bar Council had 
submitted to the Karnataka Information Commission that they did not possess 
G.A.Srikante Gowda’s LLB degree certificate/marks cards as well as had 
destroyed all enrollment application forms and accompanying documents of all 
advocates of Karnataka enrolled up to 2010. This is a clear contempt of the 
orders of the Supreme Court wherein all verification forms were to be submitted 
with law degree certificates that needed to be verified by the Universities and is 
also in violation of Rule 13 of Bar Council of India Certificate and Place of 
Practice (Verification) Rules, 2015 wherein the verification forms were to be 


vetted against an advocate’s personal file held with the Bar Councils. 


Orders were again passed, by the Supreme Court, on 24.11.2017 in Ajayinder 
Sangwan & Ors. [2017] 11 S.C.R. 264 wherein it was stated that the Bar 
Council of India had filed an affidavit which revealed that out of 15,34,531 
advocates enrolled only 6,44,768 advocates had filed their verification forms. 


The State Bar councils had sent 5,23,706 LLB degrees for verification and 
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received reports on 1,65,339 degrees. In light of this so as not to have the 
4,79,429 advocates, whose degree certificates had not been verified, suffer for 
no fault of theirs, the Supreme Court modified its orders dated 23.08.2017 and 
directed that all 6,44,768 advocates who had submitted their verification forms 
were to be enrolled on to the electoral list excluding advocates with fake 
degrees. The Supreme Court directed that all proceedings be completed by 
15.02.2018. In Para No.8 of the said orders the Supreme Court stated, 


“8) We make it clear that we have provisionally permitted those 
advocates, who have submitted their forms with Law Degrees but their 
cases are still pending for verification to participate in the election by 
including their names in the electoral roll. However, if on verification, 
the Law Degrees of such advocates are found false or fake as per 
the report of the concerned University then appropriate orders, in 
relation to their enrolment and also in relation to the elections in 
which they were allowed to participate, would accordingly be 
passed by this Court on receipt of the report of the Committee.” 


[Emphasis supplied] 


Vide orders dated 23.08.2017 the inclusion of an advocate’s name was subject to 
having cured all defects on his/her verification form as well as having submitted 
his/her LLB Degree certificate for verification by the University. Vide orders 
dated 24.11.2017 inclusion on the electoral roll was confined to the first 
condition with the caveat that the State Bar Councils had to continue with the 
process of verification of law degrees of all advocates and the continuation of 
the name on the electoral roll as well as the election in which s/he participated 


would be dependent on the outcome of the verification of the degree. 


Through the orders of the Supreme Court it was incumbent on Karnataka State 
Bar Council to continue to carry out the process of verification of law degrees of 
all advocates on their electoral rolls who had submitted applications of 
verification under the Bar Council of India Certificate and Place of Practice 
(Verification) Rules, 2015. As already stated Karnataka State Bar Council did 


not collect G.A.Srikante Gowda’s law degree certificate. As such a reasonable 
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conclusion to be drawn would be that Karnataka State Bar Council allowed 
advocates with defective applications, without even collecting their law degrees 
for verification, to be included on the electoral roll in clear contempt of the 


orders of the Supreme Court. 


4 


FORM - A & FORM- F 
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APPLICATION FOR ISSUANCE OF CERTIFICATE OF PRACTICE 


(for Advocates & Advocate on Records) 


| See Rule 8.3 of the Bar Council of India Certificate and Place of Practice (Verification) Rule ; 


To, 
The Secretary, Karnataka State Bar Council, Old KGID Building, Bengaluru-01 


Sub. : Application for issuance of Certificate of Practice (KAR/AES0/.49 v4) 
Sir, 
| hereby apply to the Karnataka State Bar Council (Name of the State Bar Council) for 
the issuance of Certificate of Practice. 


My full Particulars are as follows:- 


: AG } 4 20 
1. Enrolment number on the Roll: .......... k LAR waa LAd.9 O41 II93 roe 


@) 


2. Date of Enrolment: .....csccssessceerseee 19 AAD SS ncaisencmudates evenaes y sueadeeeuned caine shear 


I ae. “ F 
3. Name of the Advocate: vesssssesesersees AMARAINATIHA coud Cdacxanavai 


{As given in the Enrolment Certificate) 


4.Father’s Name? cn ALG sets MUN EGOWDA Siena 


P ; : 4 no ra \ 

S. Present Residentia! Address: tt... Ad Niseapravec bop Movsrtabel ON. EEOOK 
wb AP AININ AL. cess: A ANON phot CO LAR AYAIGSA RA bb 
eabhenvabeatn t CP $B Brssrssee Ke QAM corps WEING Aidabd Bibeit — 2.28. 


6. Name of Institution and University from where Advocate has done his 
Year of Passing 


i. Matriculation / 10th AP Kin (4290 out eet Coy 
ii. Graduation APRIL 14G4 KG Figs 

A Dor pig . pe. iis 
Hf. LL.B AFRIL | 4a oO KO F 


7. Office Address with Telephone No. :421...3.2..eof r.Dreveprrbterner ibe VOB copeescee 


rf 


Name of Schooi/Coliege/University 


S.ABIASH EGS EAY LQ PLE. ccm dt EMR ececes HE scsecssk GELB Acer hehe EU Bisa 


Ro A (LANGAN AGAR | BZEalG ALAS ~ SGO0OC 82 
ao — oy ah ae 
Mobile No. ........0000 SE nn eh a, Pao annranenncnomcrtonaynnenvertsaunennrersamsbanenaneocemscene 


SOUS MTIONL 05. caiecsusesaessnncassnsesiietssanian ds darsiinniasbecputebibinsoek drpsinibanedigassteacctenia sdiasetfeieaideaibones 


> 
bee MY 


SOL .MULBAGA 
YE COLLEGE 
Ni VES SHH 
ry 
LL EGE 
UN VERSITY 


BELLABY 


MAN! 
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8. Place of Practice: ..... IY. Wi RAG A ben eceeeeens i sp itR aida Aaa DOAN ROR apUNSINRC TOTTI 
( As given in the Application Form for enrolment) 


9, Present Place of Practice: sccicsovces A PRL? ocsceancnegnsresonenaconereersngtonnvnesseer ae Bae 


6 herrea BBS eee co RR MI accis ESS cc sspuvenrs casrnpanteiqsgeaamienerenseacammccaseavctansta semcostsoasseanana 


d 


11. Name of Bar Association of which applicant is a member nD DML OGAIE Sa ASAE ATIC 


12. Whether the applicant, after enrolment, has joined any Government/ Semi-Govt. or Pvt. Service 
or any other kind of service, if so full particulars be furnished with date of joining of such services 


PTT TTT TT ETTTTTTITTTTTULTT LOTTIE TL a oD i eee 


13. Whether the applicant, after enrolment, has joined any business, as a full partner/ sleeping 
partner, if so, full particulars be supplied, with an attested copy of business instrument like 
Partnership deed, MOU, Agreements Cte. .....cTeccsmeesssennenensreeseeneenaseannensnensnsscecerentonessestsereneseaneansny canescens 


PPP eer rrr errr err rrr rrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrTrtriirriritiiiriir iii rir eer 


14. Whether the applicant, after enrolment has incurred any disqualification as mentioned in Section 
24-A of the Act, if so, certified copy of judgment / order be attached. . 


dee ebenncaennas denencces coaesenercnscesecssee ats eenssasesereseereessseessesaenontOeSEOhaebtevesseestaceasssinerbesrosearesesaversnerasepenerenseneresseoreers ens eisceHEneaesegerh | 


15. Whether applicant, at present, is facing any disciplinary proceedings / convicted in any Criminal 
proceedings or not, if so, particulars be 


— 


16. Delay, if any, in submitting the application form, reasons to be given: Eee re er Jiaisee adaeiaaits 


ere errr errr rrrrr rT rer rrrrrrrrrrrrrrrerr rr Tit Tritt PUNO O RAD bene nerenne 


17. Process fee / Late fee/ Penalty 


Paid to “Secretary, KSBC-COP”. ‘ 
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18, Piace wnere ine Advo 


cate intends tc cast his vote 


WAIMOGCATES... ASSOSIATION..benc 
ee OS ee 2 Se eee CS ccccuhl GN cerca Re 


20. If the Advocate is not a member of any Bar Associations (registered and recognized by the 
concerned State Bar Council), the reason for not being a Member of Bar Association. 


20.a. Whether the Advocate intends to become tne Viemcer of Bar Association in future. 
(Put a “X” Mark } 


Yes | No 
| REO 
| verify that the information/ particulars furnisned o, Te are true and correct to the best of my 
knowledge and nothing has been kept concesied tnere’s. am aisos 


Jomitting herewith Column Il 
and t!! of this Form “A” 


~ 


Date: 29 


Full Signature of oe 


\ 
3 Me 


size photograph is attached / sent herewith, 
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ANNEXURE — B EXPLANATION 


1. The verification form, dated 22.04.2016, submitted by M.Amaranatha is 
defective under Chapter IV Rules 8 and 13 of the Bar Council of India 


Certificate and Place of Practice (Verification) Rules, 2015 for the following 


reasons: 


a. 


His passport photos are not attested to by the President/Secretary of the 
Bar Association of which he is a member or by any duly authorized 
member of the Karnataka State Bar Council; 

His verification form is not accompanied with a Certificate in Form A, 
Column III issued by the President/Secretary of the Bar Association of 
which he is a member certifying that he is a bona fide member or by any 
duly authorized member of the Karnataka State Bar Council; 

His signature on his enrolment form available in his personal file does not 
match his signature on the verification form which was not vetted and 

He states in his verification form that his place of practice is Mulbagal (as 
stated in the enrolment form) but the place of practice in the enrolment 


form is actually Bangalore and as such details vary. 


2. M.Amaranatha’s name is on the electoral roll for Bengaluru at Serial No.4633 


on Page 927/2416. 


BANGAL ORE UNIV ER RSI ary 
cortices. at 


has been dbp edouited eo the Se tee of 


Bask : é La 


i eg the Afloat groans 


Po esl geo filet 


Ce aster the seal of the Louaiossaifi : 


oe Lrevicilles, ; 


cats“ thagoa 2 ~ ISL. 


3 rpguay UNDER TeansTosY STATUTE 1935¢ 


ko . 


‘a 


N° 000598 


Karnataka State Bar Council 


Olid K.G.I.D. Building BANGALORE-560 001 


Certificate N icklee 4 6 
Roll No weaned of. 2rS2,)5.. 
RR. NO, ncn: 4135 [29 . 
ste BY ME 
TRUE O 
A oe 
navven Notary Public 
N he OVT. OF INDIA 
AMC recsuact TARR fiat PT ALP bh —_ i alge 7 yea, K agent 
San a LE 430092 


She. Ar: Dian SBA REE. AQMD a. ver ob 


eb isthe Sede dda e7e3,, her 
3 = sisiai hacienda: V ob anhxh 
Ife - 52. 
eg a Secretary 
: Karnataka State Bar . 
Old Election Cemmission Office 


Dr. Ambedkar Veedhi, 
BENGALURU - 560 001. 


| PVA WLC Vw vinny | 


KARNATAKA STATE BAR COUNCIL 
; OLD K.G.I.D. BUILDING BANGALORE - 560 001 
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Certificate No. — 


Mi. Mg ga te, 4 Roll No. 


Application of Shri/ Smt.1___ =. § Aemarnacho Mm 


NOTE ; es 
1, Fee to the Bar Council Rs. 06 200 
’ ae 
2) Bank Caallan ied having: remitted a sum of Rs. 200/- Rs-75/- towards 
Bar Coane of India 20%. share. a 


_3)- Whether Stier Sawer furnishes (Rs. 335/-) 


Il CERTIFICATES : 


1) LL.B., Provisional/Passing/ Original Certificates. 
aa Apri October 94 Exam form. | Blower 
University 


ft ee szsouty (acerorx) 


ait " Date of Birth Certificates : 47°C Cocevort 3 
ae Two Character Certificates : 


5) Retirement/Relieving—letter-from employer : ; 
n> tr OK der 


6) Caste Certificate - Belongs to SC/ST.: Application 
cee arpesteD® val 
REMARKS IF ANY : fr A aR = ease ¢O i Q 6 06 WLS 
7% SS 2 NARAYANA 
i / fy AXSHM}DS eat A avocate No NDIA 
; FX i Ban dak utU Urban A GOVT. OF} ee Cross. i, 
15, 1S MIO Tsou K one 
wear wnpact Coleg? Kamatake a 
saaill ES du\G 
Secretary 


Karnataka State Bar Council, 
Oid Electien Cemmission Office 
Dr. Ambedkar Veedhi, 


‘SECRETARY NOTE : BENGALURU = 560 001. 


DATE: [4 [1/99 


OPINION OF THE 


ENROLMENT COMMITTEE. 


Secretary 
al vmataka State Bar Council, 
Ow ection Commission Offics 
Ih Aribodkear Veedhi, 
i EINGALUAU - 560 061. 
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LAKS ARAYANA 
Advocate & Notary Public 


GOVT. OF INDIA 
# 15, ist Main, 2ne Cross, 


ear Rnpact College, Amco Layout, K digenahelli 
per iorass Urban, Kamataka 450082 


KARNATAKA STATE BAR COUNCIL 


OLD K.G.I.D. BUILDING NBANGALORE ~ 560 001 
FORM NO. VI 


(Application for Enrolment as Advocate under 


Section 24 of the Advocates Act, 1961) 
SL No. 


Dated : 


1. Name of the Candidate in full 
(In Block Letters ) 


2. Residential Address 
( In Block Letters } 


ee 


.3. Permanent Address 
( In Block Letters } 


4, Name of the Candidate in full as_ 


entered in the University Law 
Degree Certificate. (In Block 
Letters ) 


S. ‘Father’s name in full 
{ In Block Letters )} 


6. Date of Birth(S.S.L.C. Marks 
Card/Cumulative record/Transfer 
Certificate /Leaving Certificate). 


7.. Age-actually completed in years 
and months. 


8. a) Whether a Citizen of India- 


b) If not,a Citizen of India state. 


how the applicant is qualifies 


to be admitted as an advocate 


Q. The University and the Law 
Collegé through which the Law 
Degree was obtained and the year 
and month of obtained, 


APPLICATION NUMBER : 59 


pate: / WD 


Karnafaka State Bar Ceuncil, 
Old Elgctien Cemmissie 


~ 24 


AMIARENPTHA 1 
aA. Sy KASTE Gord DA 


c ral 
J Ne KET L gv3 prague Te exes 
NASADIMA NASSAR . BANGALOE 52 


PGA gape VIMAGE MUL GAGA Litaty x 


g PoST , yc olAR pistvick , ee PRO RTD Nee, 
TATE 
AMSA NATH A —_— 
D. MUNE GORDA — 
ON «Bhs YAEL we 
ancien -—- 
DAU «KP 
te 
fl ig ey th 
es XY Bs ae SL sun 
bie 10 


BANAGALDZE UNIVERSITY 
[4.6 ,F LAW .C ollece@e 


14949 


A prik 


Secretary 


n Office 
mbe dkar Veedhi, 


yi KGALURU 560 001, 


Section 24(1) (d) of the Act, Act, state Advocate Act. LYOL. ° 
state. the name of the ‘ : —" 
‘Advocates in whose chanibers ‘ , 25 
the training was:received and 

. date of commencement and 
the end of such training. 


b) The year and month of passing the 
Bar Council Examination and 
the Register Number of the 


Certificate issued there for. 


c) If the applications made - 
' under any of the proviso to - 
Clause (d) of the Sec. 24 of the 
Act, state the: specific 
provision under which -the 
admission is sought. and give | 
full particulars in  -relation. 
there to. ‘ 


d) If the application is made under 
Sec.24(2} of the Act, give full | 
particulars. Be i ce 


11. Whether a Barrister ? If sothe <a 
nature of the practical training{° - ee 
received in England. — om ae 


12. Whether the Enrolment Fee has fae! § Receipt No.4? 


been paid? The date of payment. - Date: 1% /p1 f- 99 


andK. S. B. C. Receipt No.- | 


13. Have you after completion of the 
training or if a Barrister after’ 
having been called to the Bar, 
been engaged in or concerned in 
any profession, trade or calling or 
employed in any service ? If so 
how long, give all particulars. 


14.Have you made any previous 
application for enrolment as an 
Advocate ? If so give particulars 
and the result there of . 


15. If you are a Barrister : 


a) The Inns where your were a 


pupil 

b) The date of your calito the a \b<z | 
Bar. { 

c) The certificate of call to the | - Secretary i 
Bar and the Certificate Karnataka State ea 
showing the practical training, Old Electien Cemmissien 


the practical training received Dr. Ambedkar Veedhi. 
in England. BENGALURU - 560 001. 


\ilj) give particulars C1tner : 


a) As tothe J udicial Office held 
by you in the territory of India. 


OR 


b) Asto how you claim to bea 
member of the Central Legal 
Services. (In either case, the 
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ae 


required shenatd be produced) 


17. Ifthe application is under the proviso 
(iii), give the following particulars:- 


a) Have you held Judicial Office 
“In ‘any area ‘which’ was 
comprised before the 15th 
day of August, 1947 within 
India as defined in the 
Government of India Act,1935? 
If so the dates between which 
you held such office ( state 
particulars of such office } 


b) Have you produced a Certificate in 
support of these particulars ? 


c) Have you been an Advocate in 
any High Court in the area 
aforesaid ? If so, the date of 
such enrolment and whether 
your name still continues on 
its Rolls. ° 


..Whether. a Certificate in. 
support of these particulars is 
produced. 


18. If the application is under proviso (iv), 
state if you had practised in any 
~ High Court, in India and ‘if so, 
before which High Court and 
during which period. — 


When did you discontinue such 
practice ? 


Until what date ? 


Give full particulars as’ to the 
nature of the employment: ti 
took up. 


. if the application is made ‘under 
' proviso {v) the decision of the: ‘Bar 
Council of India under which you | 
claim = exception ‘from. ‘the 
provisions of Clause {d) the date of 
such decision. a 


ee Secretary ' 
cS" Karnataka State Bar reg 
| ‘Oud Election Cemmissien O ice 
- Dr, Ambedkar Veedhi, 


What is the tegel, over. you: BENGALURU - 560 ol. 


possess 


fom... 1. - ~~ 4'-f- -4--- -- eS et ere 


(d) of the Act. | 
Whether Vakil, Panaere or Attorney ? 


ao 
Whether a Law Graduate ? pers Us : 27 


if not a Law Graduate, State |how a 
you were entitled to be‘enrolled as 

Advocate of High Court before : 
1-12- 1961. ( Give full particulars) . : 


21. If you had "been ia = 

previously, give full particulars as 

“to such employment, the. reason 
for giving up such employment! . ~ wi ; 


Whether relieving letter from the’ 
employer is enclosed? =... | 


22. a) Whether you have been 
dismissed / terminated fro 
service? If so give ful] details 
on which ground you have | 
been dismissed / terminated ft 
from service. ee € ‘ gs® 


b) Have you ever been convicted . 
previously by any court: in. 
India or Outside India’ ? 


c) Is there any pending crimihal 
proceeding against you ? If so 
give full particulars. = ie 


23.THE PLACE WHERE = wis ; 
TO PRACTICE. BANGALORE CceeeT 


24.Have the following enclosures \ 
Picea | 
i 


a) Receipt for having paid 
Rs. 800/- 300 /- to K. S. 


b) Bank Challan of Rs. 200/ 
Rs. 75/- towards B. C. l. 


SiG: 


c) Non-Judicial stamp of the 
value of Rs. 335/- 


d) Two Character Certificate s 


prescribed. 
e) Original Law Degree Certificate. Y? 9 Py 
f) Documentary Proof in support a 4.4 
of the date of birth as] per : a 3 : 


Column No. 5. 


) Certificate of call to the Bar 


and to the practical training wn THO © . 
received in case of Barristér. U 


gq 


h) Letter whether evidencing|the i Secretary 
acceptance of resignation or — no” Karnataka State-Ber Ceuncil, 
retirement from service is Old Electien Cemmission Office 


enclosed ? Dr. Ambedkar Veedhi, 


i) Total number enclosures | BENGALURU - 560 001. 


whom character certiticate 


produced. ; ' 
) 2. SrT. CASALE EACH 


{ane 1979 28 


The Date of their Enrolment, place 
or Places of their practice. 


9, pan Su \V3S 


| DECLARATION 


I declare that the facts stated above are true and correct. 


I further declare. that I will faithfully observe and abide by all rules made by the 
Bar Council and the Bar Council of India as emended from time to time for regulating 
the conduct of Advocates on the State Roll and the Common Roll of India. 


I further declare that ] am not in full or part-time employment or service and that | 
not engaged in any trade business or profession except as provided in clauses (1) to (5) 
in Rule 4 (h) Sub Clause (1) to (5) of the Rules framed under Sec 28 (2) (d) read with 
Sec 24 (1) (a) of the Act. . 

' t ie Glen nd, Pat be \ 

I do hereby undertake that if after my admission as Advocate | accept full or part 
time service or | am engaged in any trade, business or profession { other than such as 
except by the state Bar Council from the operation of this undertaking) I shall 
forthwith inform the Council of such employment or my engagement shall cease to 
practice as an Advocate. 


I do hereby undertake that I shall not accept any employment which, in the 
opinion of the Bar council as derogatory to the status of an Advocate. 


PLACE : BANGALORE a) 


DATE: (Q-\- aq SIGNATURE OF THE APPLICANT 


\| 
Secretary 
Karnataka State Bar Council, 
Old Election Commission Office 
Dr. Ambedkar Veedhi, 
BENGALURU - 560 UO1. 


BU: EX:031 as ee 
7 H0GS4 BANGALORE ©) UNIVERSITY Regia (Evauion 


Bangalore - 560 001 


‘s- STATEMENT OF MARKS 29 
Degres : BACHELOR OF LAW (3 YEARS) - DATE: 1997/08/14 
Course Name : Month & Year of Examination : 

Course Yr/Sem 1 ‘allan os a 
NAME : . REG NO. : 


AMADANATHZ ; 941, GL010 


g TOTAL MARKS OBTAINED 
IN WORCS 


4 z 

INDIAN LEGAL HISTORY AND CO- — 
NSTITUTIONAL HISTORY ; 

THEORY THIRTY FIVE 
CONTRACTS-1I GENERAL PRINCIP- 
LES 

THEORY TWENTY ONE 
CONTRACTS-II SPECIAL CONTRA~ 
CTs 

THEORY FORTY ONE 
LAW OF TORTS 

THEORY THIRTY SIX ; 
LEGAL THEORY © 

THEORY THIRTY FIVE 
LAW OF CRIMES 

THEORY FIFTY 

Grand Total 3 


Grand Total (in Words) 


NOTE : 


MINIMUM PERCENTAGE FOR PASS IS 35% IN THE AGGREGATE 


Varitied Hey. TF, TV aul, wt. te. Hcl 1. i a oT so ys + ® 
= ¢ 
$B, Shantapperrv’' 2 30 . Oorpmu 


BU: EX: 031 


PAS Office of the 
97 933424 BANGALORE Oy UNIVERSITY Rei Eason 
Ms re - l 
(VAER MAR wi) EL Hg i | 30 
2 STATEMENT OF MARKS 
Degree : LACHELGE GF LAW (4 YEARS) DATE: 1997/12/26 
Course Name : LLECS YEARS) Month & Year of Examination : Oct /i997 
Course YaSem : i : 
AMARANATHA bt ; REGNO.: So6t.GL0i1003 


mele 


TOTAL MARKS OBTAINED 
i Cr 


CONTRACTS-I GENERAL FRINCI® 
LES 


THEURY FORTY FUUR 


Grand Totat {in Words) 


ESULT : 
Sa Pass 


NOTE : 


MINIMUM PERCENTAGE FOR PASS : IN THE AGGREGATE 


andra sfokara, 
Mie-Com-, 


J eo Ram anna, 


Degree : 


Course Name - 11 5(3 VEARS) 
“Course Yr/Sem_—s: 2 


SL.NO. 


20954 BANGALORE 4! O} 


“+, 


AMARANATHA M 


HINDU LAW (FAMILY LAW-I} 
THEORY 


STATEMENT OF MARKS 
BACHELOR OF LAW (3 YEARS) 


lee ae At, al 


UNIVERSITY +. *” Resiaripiloaion Cg + 


Bangaloft’- $60 001 ° 


31 


DATE: 1998/08/08 


Month & Year of Examination : _ Apr /1998 


REG NO.: 4LGiO01003 


TOTAL MARKS OBTAINED 


THIRTY SEVEN 
2 |MOHAMMADAN LAW AND INDIAN S- 


THIRTY SEVEN 
3 |TRANSFER OF PROPERTY ACT IN- 
CLUDING TRUST 


THEORY THI#TY SIX 
4 |THE INDIAN CONSTITUTION 

THEORY THIRTY NINE 
5 {PUBLIC INTERNATIONAL LAW 

THEORY TWENTY SIX 
& |COMPANY LAW 


THEORY FORiY TO 


Grand Total t 


Grand Total(inWords) = TWO HUNDRED AND SEVENTEEN 


aca FAIL 
NOTE: , 5 : es be . ir 


MINIMUM PERCENTAGE FOR PASS I8 35% IN THE AGGREGATE 


Pugh LL.M» 


‘Besanegouda 2. Hie 


i-BU : EX : 031 


7a a a 


ay ' peg | 
BANGALORE @) UNIVERSITY oa i dias 


Bangulore - $60 001 


i STATEMENT OF MARKS 
Degree : BACHELOR OF LAW (3 YEARS) DATE : 1999/02/08 
Course Name :LLE(3 YEARS) Month & Year of Exanusiation: Oct/1998 
Course Yr/Sem é 
NAME : AMARANATHA 1 REG NO. -76LGL01003 


TOTAL MAFKS OBTAINED 


MINIMUM 
MARKS 


PUBLIC INTERNATIONAL LAW 
THEORY 


Grand Total (in words} 


PASS 


RESULT 


NOTE: 
INTMUM PERCENTAGE FOR PASS [6 35% IN THE AGGREGATE 


sain Ans (eotdh 
Verilied by 1. C. X, Hak fa e M.A» Signature of Verifiers 1. —. jhe 


Registrar (Evaluation) 
2. M. ANANDAN. he. 


BU : EX : 031 (e 
BANGALORE 


Office of the 
®) UNIVERSITY othe 
Rt HA NLT Reenter 


[> 
= STATEMENT OF MARKS ~ 4 «33. 
= BACHELOR OF LAW (3 YEARS) ‘paren ‘kree7te fos 


- 


Cotrse Name: 1, p(3 YEARS) Month & Year of Examination : Ape Fo 
Course Yr/Sem_ : 3 


NAME : AMAMANATHA REG NO.: '41.3L01C02 


SUBJECT 
IN FIGURES 


CIVIL FROCEDURE CODE AREITR-~ 
ATION & LIMITATION ACT 
THEORY ‘ 
CRIMINAL FROCEDURE CODE AND 
EVIDENCE Act 
THEORY 
DRAFTING, PLEADING AND CONVE~ 
YANCING 
THEORY 
LABQUR LAW 
THEORY 
TAXATION LAW 
THEORY 
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW 
THEORY 


SL.NO. 


rCRIY £UX 


“Bay Tea 


HHLETY FIVE 


Grand Totat ; 


Grand Total (in words) THC HUNDRED AND THIRTY SEVER 


¢ | RESULT FASS 
@ | NOTE: 
MINIMUM PERCENTAGE FOR PASS IS 35% IN THE éAGBREGATE 


GOWRISHANKAR, M a emcees bie —— 


Verified by 1. 
_& G ANGADHARAIAH, 6 


Aegistrar (Evaluation) 


a 


2 C,.5 


a ee 


“2 Connell, i 


Item No. 14 : Fixation of number of Candidates for 
Enrolment. 


Res. No. 139/19 : ITIS RESOLVED to enrol only 150 
candidates on every enrolment day. 


Item No. 15 : Consideration of the Office Note with regard 
to destroy and scanning of enrolment applications. 


Res. No. 140/19 : IT IS RESOLVED to destroy all the 
enrolment applications upto the year 2010. 


IT IS FURTHER RESOLVED to scan all the. pending 
enrolment applications from the year 2017 to 2018. 


Item No. 16 : Consideration of the removal of names of the 


Advocates as per the claim applications before the KAWF 
Meeting dated 11/12.3.2019 


Res. No. 141/19 : The Karnataka State Bar Council 
condoles the sad demise of the following Advocates and 
IT IS RESOLVED to remove the names of the Advocates as 
per Sec. 26 A of the Advocates Act as per the claim (Sl. 
No.1 to 145 as per the list) 


IT IS ALSO FURTHER RESOLVED to remove the 
names of the advocates as per Sec. 26A of the Advocates 
Act as they taken retirement claim from the K.A.W.F. and 
have also given a declaration to remove their names from 


the rolls of the Bar Council (Sl. No.146 and 197 as per 
the list. ) 


Item No. 17 : Consideration of the applications with 


regard to sanction of Financia] Hardship Claim to the 
Advocates. 


Res. No. 142/19 : IT IS RESOLVED to APPROVE the 
Sanction of Financia] Hardship Claim to the Advocates. 


~™ 


& Sri, Cs. Bhandiwad, Advocate, Kundgol 
(Kar/5/85) 


op OTA, Ob. Sri. PAG. Gudneyyanvar, Advocate, Hubli 


(Kar/47/77) 


—_ 


eee 


